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REMARKS 

Entry of the foregoing, reexamination and reconsideration of the subject 
application are respectfully requested in light of the amendments above and the 
comments which follow. 

As correctly noted in the Office Action Summary, claims 15-17 and 19-22 
were pending. By the present response, claim 19 has been amended and claims 28- 
35 have been added. Thus, upon entry of the present response, claims 15-17, 19-22 
and 28-35 are pending and await further consideration on the merits. 

Support for the foregoing amendments can be found, for example, in at least 
the following locations in the original disclosure: page 3, lines 1-3; page 4, lines 10- 
12; page 5. lines 6-7; and the original claims. 

Entry of the forgoing is appropriate pursuant to 37 C.F.R. §1 .1 16 for at least 
the following reasons. First, the amendments raise no new issues that would 
necessitate further search and/or substantive reexamination. Second, the 
amendments clearly overcome the grounds of rejection. 

CLAIM REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. §112 

Claim 19 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, on the 
grounds set forth in paragraph 2 of the Official Action. 

By the present response, applicant has amended the dependency of claim 19 
in a manner which addresses the above-noted rejection. Therefore, reconsideration 
and withdrawal of the rejections is respectfully requested. 
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CLAIM REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. §§102/103 

Claims 15-17 and 19-22 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as 
anticipated by or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as obvious over U.S. 
Patent No. 5,321,186 to Honda et al. (hereafter "Honcya ef a/.") on the grounds set 
forth in paragraph 6 of the Official Action. For at least the reasons noted below, this 
rejection should be withdrawn. 

The present invention is directed to a process for the dry impregnation of a 
mineral oxide by orthophosphoric or polyphosphoric acid. A process performed 
according to the principles of the present invention provides the advantage of making 
it possible to obtain a material that is particularly useful as a fire retardant while 
advantageously and simultaneously limiting the manufacturing cost of the material 
(see, e.g., page 2, lines 9-21 of the present specification). 

A process performed according to the principles of the present invention is set 

forth in previously presented claim 15. Claim 15 recites: 

15. A process for the dry impregnation of a highly 
porous mineral oxide which is silica, alumina, silica-alumina, 
zirconia or titanium oxide, comprising the steps of: 

a) impregnating said oxide with a sufficient amount of 
concentrated orthophosphoric or polyphosphoric acid, then 

b) drying said oxide at atmospheric pressure at a 
temperature of between 100 and 200''C for at least 3 hours, 
and, then, 

c) calcining said oxide at atmospheric pressure at a 
temperature of between 200''C and SOO^'C for at least 2 
hours. 

As apparent from the above, claim 15 is directed to a process for the "dry 
impregnation of a mineral oxide of silica, alumina, silica-alumina, zirconia or 
titanium." By contrast, Honda et al. fails to disclose, or even suggest, the dry 
impregnation of one of the above-mentioned mineral oxides. The only reference to 
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the above-identified mineral oxides contained in the entire Honda etai disclosure 

appears at lines 57-60 of column 3: 

Moreover, the catalyst can be used in the state supported by 
a carrier such as silica, alumina, silicon carbide, aluminum 
nitride, titania or zirconia as has been commonly adopted in 
this art. 

However, no where does Honda et ai disclose, or even suggest, the dry 
impregnation of any of these mineral oxide carriers with any substance whatsoever. 
Thus, the grounds for rejection fail to establish a prima facie case of anticipation or 
obviousness. 

Claim 15 additionally requires a step of "drying said oxide." The oxide 

referred to is one of the above-identified mineral oxides. The grounds for rejection 

allege that Honda et ai discloses this drying step at column 4, lines 47-48 of Honda 

et ai This assertion is respectfully traversed. This portion of the Honda et ai 

disclsoure sets forth an example, whereby a solution is prepared containing indium 

nitride and triammonium phosphate to form precipitates, which are subsequently 

decanted, filtered, dried and calcined: 

354.9 g of indium nitrate (available from Mitsuwa Chemical 
and Pharmaceutical Co., Ltd.) was added to and dissolved in 
3,000 ml of water heated to 40**C. and then a solution of 
203.1 g of triammonium phosphate (available from Kanto 
Chemical Co., Ltd.) in 1 ,000 ml of water was added to the 
resulting solution to thus form precipitates. The precipitates 
were decanted and then filtered under suction. The resulting 
filter cake was dried at 120*'C. for 5 hours and further 
calcined at 500°C. for 4 hours. The calcined filter cake was 
pulverized into fine particles of 10 to 32 mesh and was used 
as a catalyst. 

As readily apparent from the above, it is clear that the above-quoted portion 
of the Honda et ai disclosure fails to teach any form of drying procedure whatsoever 
involving an impregnated mineral oxide of silica, alumina, silica-alumina, zirconia or 
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titanium. Thus, Honda et ai also fails to disclose, or even suggest, this additional 
aspect of the process of clainn 1 5. 

Claim 15 additionally requires a step of "calcining said oxide." Again, the 
oxide which is calcined is a mineral oxide of silica, alumina, silica-alumina, zirconia 
or titanium. It is alleged in the grounds for rejection that this calcining step is 
disclosed by Honda et ai at lines 48-51 of column 4. However, as readily apparent 
from this portion of the Honda etai disclosure, which is repeated above, nowhere 
does Honda et aL disclose, or even suggest, any form of calcining of an impregnated 
mineral oxide of silica, alumina, silica-alumina, zirconia or titanium. Thus, Honda et 
aL also fails to disclose, or even suggest, this further aspect of the process of claim 
15. 

Thus, for at least the reasons explained above, the rejection is improper and 
should be withdrawn. 

Claims 16, 17 and 19-22 depend either directly or indirectly upon claim 15. 
thus, these claims are also novel and nonobvious over the disclosure of Honda et aL 
for at least the same reasons noted above. 

Newly independent claim 28 is directed to a process which can also be 
distinguished from the disclosure of Honda et aL for at least the same reasons noted 
above. In addition, the process of claim 15 requires providing a mineral oxide 
"having a pore volume of at least 1 ml/g." Honda etaL clearly fails to disclose or 
even suggest providing a mineral oxide having this level of porosity. Thus, in 
addition to the reasons previously noted in connection with the process of claim 15. 
newly presented claim 28 is also distinguishable over the disclosure of Honda et aL 
Newly presented claims 29-35 depend from claim 28. Thus, these claims are also 
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distinguishable over the disclsoure of Honda et al. for at least the same reasons 
noted above. 

CONCLUSJON 

From the foregoing, further and favorable action in the form of a Notice of 
Allowance is earnestly solicited. Should the Examiner feel that any issues remain, it 
Is requested that the undersigned be contacted so that any such issues may be 
adequately addressed and prosecution of the instant application expedited. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney PC 

Date: October 10. 2007 
P.O. Box 1404 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1404 
(703) 836-6620 




